
Appendices F–51

Input 21



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for a Fire Management Plan SMMNRA F–52

Input 21 continued



Appendices F–53

Input 21 continued



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for a Fire Management Plan SMMNRA F–54

Input 21 continued



Appendices F–55

Input 21 continued



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for a Fire Management Plan SMMNRA F–56

Input 22



Appendices F–57

Input 22 continued



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for a Fire Management Plan SMMNRA F–58

Input 22 continued



Appendices F–59

Input 22 continued



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for a Fire Management Plan SMMNRA F–60

Input 22 continued



Appendices F–61

Input 22 continued



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for a Fire Management Plan SMMNRA F–62

Input 22 continued



Appendices F–63

Input 23



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for a Fire Management Plan SMMNRA F–64

Input 23 continued



Appendices F–65

Input 23 continued



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for a Fire Management Plan SMMNRA F–66

Input 23 continued



Appendices F–67

Input 23 continued



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for a Fire Management Plan SMMNRA F–68

Input 24



Appendices F–69

Input 24 continued



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for a Fire Management Plan SMMNRA F–70

Input 24 continued



Appendices F–71

Input 24 continued



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for a Fire Management Plan SMMNRA F–72

Input 24 continued



Appendices F–73

Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area Response to Input

1)  It is acknowledged that a permit may be required for any activity that may impact waters of
the United States by way of fill material or construction equipment.

2)  If only air quality impacts are considered, then the use of prescribed fire may produce a high-
er level of air pollutants than mechanical treatments.  However projects must consider the rel-
ative impacts and benefits of a particular treatment method on the entire range of environ-
mental factors affecting a particular project.  Some beneficial fire effects can not be duplicat-
ed by mechanical treatment e.g. generation of a postfire nutrient pulse, germination stimula-
tion of native species, weed seed kill etc.  Mechanical treatments may have adverse impacts
that would not occur as readily with prescribed fire e.g. soil disturbance on steep slopes, pro-
motion of weed spread, etc.  All proposed prescribed burn projects are subject to rigorous
scrutiny of air quality impacts and no project would move forward unless it meets all local air
quality standards.  

3)  Alternative 2 includes the analysis of mechanical fuel modification for strategic fuel reduc-
tion.  Alternative 2 states that strategic fuel modification may be accomplished by either pre-
scribed fire OR mechanical methods.  The choice would depend on the result of a required
environmental review, including air quality effects. All ecological prescribed burns are ana-
lyzed for air quality impacts and alternatives to meet the ecological objectives are considered,
including mechanical fuel reduction. Alternative 4 does analyze a mechanical fuel modifica-
tion only alternative that was rejected as an environmentally inferior alternative (p. 4-86). 

4)  Air quality impacts of other criteria pollutants for each alternative are given in the following
summary table.

Pounds of Emissions
TREATMENTS PM10 PM2.5 CO VOCS NOX

ALTERNATIVE 1
Landscape Mosaic Burning 1,028 720 9,967 451 159

ALTERNATIVE 2
Strategic Prescribed Burning 103 72 997 45 16

ALTERNATIVE 2, 3
Ecological Prescribed Burning 7 5 69 3 1

ALL ALTERNATIVES
Wildfire suppression 10 acres 3 2 28 1 0.4

ALL ALTERNATIVES
Wildfire suppression 110 acres 286 199 2,768 125 44

ALL ALTERNATIVES
Wildfire suppression 10,000 acres 2,856 1,999 27,681 1,252 441 
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5)  See response #3.  Strategic fuels treatments may utilize either prescribed fire OR mechanical
fuel modification.  We concur that Alternative 4 minimizes air quality impacts, however see
response #2.

6)  Alternative 2 already incorporates mechanical fuel modification as a technique for strategic
fuels reduction. Ecological prescribed burning is meant for those circumstances when alterna-
tive methods such as mechanical means do not allow ecological objectives to be met or is
environmentally inferior when all environmental factors in addition to air quality are consid-
ered. Also, see response #3.

7)  Mitigation measures to reduce smoke emissions will be considered for any prescribed burn
project as part of the park’s NEPA/NHPA environmental review that is required for any proj-
ect in the park.

8)  Alternative 6 considered creating a landscape mosaic of different fuel loads using mechanical
methods rather than prescribed burning.  It was analogous to Alternative 1 (no action) that
proposed treating 4500 acres throughout the park with prescribed fire over a five-year period.
This alternative was rejected from further analysis because it is inconsistent with NPS policy
to protect the significant scenic, recreational and natural resources that the SMMNRA was
established to protect.  Problems with the alternative include:  1) degradation of plant and
animal habitats, 2) ineffectiveness to prevent large scale fires (see analysis of Alternative 1,
Chapter 4).  See the analysis of impacts of Alternative 4 (Chapter 4) which analyzed the
impacts of mechanical fuel modification on <100 acres in the urban interface zone, within
previously degraded habitat areas and compare that with the anticipated impacts of treating
4500 acres/5 years in pristine habitat areas.

9)  See response #4.  For conformity see Air Quality section, p. 3-112.

10)  Chapter 4, Section IV, A1f (Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species-Animals) and
Chapter 4, Section IV, A3 (Water Resources and Wetlands) identifies potential impacts to
steelhead and steelhead habitat associated with specific treatments under each alternative.
The environmentally preferred alternative (Alternative #2) avoids adverse impacts which
may occur in Alternative 1 (no action). The only action for which specific impacts to steel-
head populations can not be identified is strategic fuels modification.  Because physical geo-
graphic locations remain to be identified, it is not possible to determine if there is any
potential to affect steelhead or steelhead habitat.  Therefore all strategic fuel reduction proj-
ects will be subjected to environmental analysis where all potential adverse impacts will be
evaluated, including those to steelhead trout.  The decision model for all strategic fuels proj-
ects (Figure 3-23), rejects projects that could adversely affect sensitive species such as steel-
head trout.  The mitigation matrix listed in Table 2-6 (Chapter 2, Section VI) additionally
states our intent to avoid direct operational and fuel modification impacts to water resources
and wetlands during wildfires. 
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11)  We have noted that Section 7 consultation is required for adoption of plan in Chapter 1.VII.

12)  There are no plans for prescribed burns in endangered wildlife habitat as there is no evi-
dence that fire is required to enhance any rare and endangered wildlife species at this time.

13)  Weed abatement is annual mowing or disking of herbaceous vegetation dominated by non-
native annual grasses and forbs.  Brush clearance is fuel reduction in vegetation dominated
by native shrubs.  These definitions have been incorporated into the definition of
Mechanical Fuel Reduction in Chapter 2, Section II - Terminology.

14)  We concur that a Resource Advisor be present at the Incident Command Post and in the
field. 

15)  Landscape level fuel modification means reducing biomass in locations that may be remote
from identified values at risk, but are strategic locations that would limit fire spread, protect
identified values at risk, or allow control of a fire perimeter.  Site specific hazard mitigation
is the use of strategies that can be employed on the site of identified values at risk to reduce
wildfire hazard, e.g structural resistance, brush clearance. This information has been added
to the text describing the strategic fuel modification decision model (p. 3-37).

16)  The plan is not trying to identify a specific landscape era.  The general resource objectives
are to increase or maintain native plant biodiversity, increase native plant cover and mini-
mize cover and adverse impacts of non-native species.

17)  Giant coreopsis (Coreopsis gigantea) has no state or federal status as a sensitive species.

18)  We have added the Sycamore House at Point Mugu State Park to the list of structures poten-
tially eligible for the National Register.

19)  We recognize that Boney Mountain is a State Wilderness Area.

20)  Incident Command Center is changed to Incident Command Post in the Mitigation Matrix
(Table 2-6).

21)  The authority to close park units is delegated to the Superintendent pursuant to Title 36
Code of Federal Regulations Part 1, Section 1.5(a) Closures and Public Use Limits and
Section 1.7(a) Public Notices. 

22)  We have added the 1996 prescribed burn conducted adjacent to Las Virgenes Road by
California State Parks as an example of a fire that is believed to have had a significant influ-
ence in the direction of the Calabasas Wildfire Incident in 1996. Post-simulator studies were
conducted by Ishmael Messer, former fire management officer for the SMMNRA displayed
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that the prescribed burn assisted firefighting efforts which kept the fire from advancing
toward the Malibu Lake community.

23)  We agree that defensible space is the most effective means to protect life and property in the
event of wildfire.  The DEIS emphasizes the importance of defensible space through fuel
modification; it also emphasizes the responsibility of homeowners to provide and maintain
this space. We agree that defensible space contributed to preventing significant losses during
the 1996 Calabasas and 2003 Simi/Verdale Fires.  Analysis of the 2003 San Diego County
fires also identified defensible space as the best predictor of structure survival.

24)  The DEIS applies only to projects on NPS property or projects funded with federal dollars
administered by the NPS.  The DEIS preferred alternative recommends the use of defensible
space and landscape level fuel modification using either mechanical methods or prescribed
fire.  We added “biomechanical fuel modification” to include grazing as another method of
mechanically reducing biomass. 

25)  The DEIS includes a comprehensive analysis of the fire climate and environment of the
Santa Monica Mountains.  The recommended alternative includes a full range of fire man-
agement actions and the criteria with which to prioritize and evaluate the effectiveness of
fire hazard reduction projects.  While NPS can only implement actions on its own properties,
the analysis is valid for the entire Santa Monica Mountains.   See responses #23 and #24.

26)  See response #98.  The decision tree applies only to landscape level strategic fuel modifica-
tion projects. It does not apply to defensible space projects that are of demonstrated effec-
tiveness. Any fuel modification project proposed for NPS property or using NPS funds
requires environmental review in accordance with NEPA. The DEIS applies to actions taken
on NPS lands and the NPS mandate under federal law requires that natural resource values
be protected after the safety of people and property have been assured.  Any project on NPS
land will be evaluated for impacts to resources and mitigated to avoid or minimize impacts.
The decision tree is an effort to provide a rigorous framework to identify whether a project
will be effective in reducing wildfire hazard, threats to public and fire fighter safety, and
meet project objectives and to identify environmental impacts against which potential bene-
fits must be weighed.  

27)  The preferred alternative does not conflict with the Goals and Objectives section of the Los
Angeles County Pre-fire Management Plan.  The DEIS calls for the following management
actions (Page 2-3 to 2-4):  

•  Complete suppression of wildfires
• Coordination of vegetation management with local fire agencies to improve the effec-

tiveness of fire suppression activities involving NPS lands
•  Consultation with local fire agencies to protect resources during suppression activities
• Assessment of wildland fire hazards to people, homes and resources; use public sup-

port and education to reduce the associated risks.
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• Alternative 2 (preferred alternative): Prescribed burning is used to provide resource
enhancement.  In addition, hazard fuel reduction projects using prescribed fire or
mechanical or bio mechanical fuel reduction are considered in strategic locations that
reduce the chance of wildfires which may damage life and property, risk public and
fire fighter safety or impact natural and cultural resources.  Short-term and site-specif-
ic resource impacts of strategic prescribed fires are weighed against long-term and
regional hazard fuel reduction benefits.  Strategic zones are identified using up-to-date
analyses of vegetation types, fuel characteristics, fire spread models, and potential haz-
ards to life, property, and natural and cultural resources. Mechanical fuel reduction is
concentrated at the urban interface to protect homes. 

28)  All alternatives, including the preferred alternative incorporate the 9 principles and 17 poli-
cies of the 2001 Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy of which firefighter and public
safety are the first priority. (Page 1-5, Objective 1).

29)  We continue to look forward to more opportunities to collaborate.  In response to this letter
SMMNRA staff met with Los Angeles County Fire Department representatives to discuss
the issues raised in this letter and requested follow-up correspondence to document these
discussions.

30)  It is acknowledged that a smoke management plan and a burn permit are required from the
Ventura County Fire Department. The requirements are found at www.vacpcd.org. 

31)  We will incorporate the recommended air quality mitigation measures that offroad diesel-
powered equipment not be left idling for more than 5 minutes and that it be maintained in
good condition and in proper tune (Table 2-6).

32)  Alternative 2, the environmentally preferred alternative, seeks to identify the most effective
strategies to protect life and property, while providing explicit criteria to ensure protection
of natural resources when considering any fuel modification project located away from the
wildland urban interface (Figure 3-23). Alternative 2 is environmentally superior to
Alternative 1, the no action alternative.  The mitigation matrix (Table 2-6) identifies numer-
ous measures that are designed to reduce the impacts of current practices related to vegeta-
tion management.  

33)  The term “fuel” is used when referring to technical terms related to the flammable charac-
teristics of vegetation e.g. fuel load, live fuel moisture, mechanical fuel modification, live
fuels, fuel type.  The term “fuel” or “brush” is not substituted when we mean chaparral or
coastal sage scrub or vegetation.  The vegetation of greatest concern with respect to fire haz-
ard are those vegetation types with the highest fuel load e.g. chaparral, coastal sage scrub, or
ornamental trees such as pines and eucalyptus.  Fine fuels such as non-native grasses and herba-
ceous weeds are of concern for their ease of ignition and their ability to rapidly spread fire.

34)  The SMMNRA supports removing non-native plants and is working to prevent type conver-
sion of native habitats.  The mitigation matrix (Table 2-6, Vegetation) describes mitigation
measures to address “fuel modification - loss of native vegetation” and “unnecessary vegeta-
tion removal and conversion that degrades habitat without increasing fire safety; fire igni-
tions” on both NPS lands and on private property inspected by local fire departments.  The



SMMNRA encourages enough brush clearance by homeowners and agencies to increase
safety for the public and firefighters, but discourages overzealous removal of vegetation that
provides no protection benefit and damages the ecosystem.

35)  The NPS recognizes the stabilizing role of chaparral shrubs on steep slopes (see Section
IVA1 Vegetation and Section IV B Geology and Soils) and does not support removal of
deep rooted shrubs on steep, erodible slopes. The SMMNRA encourages enough brush
clearance by homeowners and agencies to increase safety for the public and firefighters, but
discourages overzealous removal of vegetation that provides no protection benefit and dam-
ages the ecosystem.

36)  Figure 3-22 is an effort to point out that when a fuel treatment is effective because wildfire
occurs shortly after the treatment while fuel loads were still low, then it is more likely to
have an adverse ecological impact because it is more difficult for native vegetation to recov-
er from a short fire return interval.  The figure is meant to illustrate the need for caution in
evaluating fuel reduction projects and to consider how frequently treatments will need to be
repeated to be effective and what the impact on native species will be under an effective
treatment return interval. Ceanothus megacarpus was used as an example because it is the
species for which we have the best data on the effects of short, repeated fire return intervals.
The figure does not address biodiversity associated with age although we do point out
(Section 3, Fire History) that old chaparral (>79 years) in the Santa Monica Mountains is
very rare and should be protected. 

37)  The analysis of alternatives with respect to soils, erosion, and wetlands is in Sections 4A2
and 4A3. The SMMNRA encourages enough brush clearance by homeowners and agencies
to increase safety for the public and firefighters, but discourages overzealous removal of
vegetation that provides no protection benefit and damages the ecosystem. 

38)  We do not know if there are any strategic fuel modification locations that could help control
fire spread during Santa Ana conditions which is why we outlined a process for analyzing
whether such locations exist.  If potential locations are identified we would use fire behavior
modeling to assess the effectiveness of a fuel reduction project to control fire spread at that
location.  Ignitions are a separate issue from controlling a fire once it has started and spread.
Roads in the Santa Monica Mountains are maintained annually to clear flashy fuels from
roadsides.  The majority of ignitions during Santa Ana wind conditions (and therefore for
large fires) are from arson or arcing power lines.  Any strategic fuels reduction project
would need to comply with NEPA review.  If the project were found to have significant
environmental impacts it would be rejected and site specific mitigation would be recom-
mended to protect the values at risk identified for the project (Figure 3-23). If the project
were determined to be appropriate all impacts would need to be mitigated through the
NEPA process. 

39)  Wildfire suppression is common to all alternatives and will occur with any wildfire in the
Santa Monica Mountains.  The operational impacts of fire suppression have been identified
to be significant.  The fire management plan has identified mitigation measures to reduce
operational impacts to sensitive resources.
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40)  No new fuel modification on NPS properties is anticipated due to new development because
Los Angeles and Ventura Counties require new homes to be set back adequately from park-
land so that homeowners can perform all required brush clearance on their own properties.

41)  The DEIS can not change land use policies of the jurisdictions within the national recreation
area.  The DEIS does provide analysis that might be used by local jurisdictions to affect
land use policy related to wildfire safety and habitat conservation.

42)  The SMMNRA can work on prevention strategies only in partnership with local fire depart-
ments, communities, and jurisdictions.

43)  At this time, only non-native annual grasslands or areas of non-native weed species are pro-
posed for ecological prescribed burns.  The SMMNRA is currently studying the fire return
interval appropriate for grassland burns, methods to control non-natives in years following
burns, and restoration methods for native species re-introductions.  The utility of fire for
non-native species control is species-specific and does depend on factors such as how long-
lived the seed bank is.

44)  The mitigation matrix lists measures to avoid vegetation impacts in fuel modification zones.
The DEIS applies only to actions taken by the SMMNRA on NPS lands.  The SMMNRA
encourages enough brush clearance by homeowners and agencies to increase safety for the
public and firefighters, but discourages overzealous removal of vegetation that provides no
protection benefit and damages the ecosystem.

45)  We acknowledge that CNPS does not support any of the four alternatives.  The measures
that CNPS has recommended in order to support Alternative 4 (mechanical fuel reduction)
have already been incorporated into the DEIS (see Mitigation Matrix – Vegetation, Table 2-
6).  The other recommendation by CNPS that the SMMNRA “create mountain development
fire ordinances and regulations with the various bodies governing land use in the Santa
Monica Mountains to place restrictions on construction and landscaping” is not within the
scope of authority of the NPS.  The SMMNRA can provide data and analysis to local juris-
dictions that may assist in their development of fire-safety related ordinances, but cannot
itself develop ordinances for local jurisdictions. The SMMNRA has incorporated numerous
measures to provide information and education to communities to mitigate fire hazard and
minimize environmental impacts (Table 2-6).  

46)  The SMMNRA states that public and firefighter safety are the first priority of the NPS; it
also acknowledges that protection of natural resources is an additional mandate.

47)  We acknowledge the support of Alternative 2, the preferred alternative.

48)  The DEIS supports in detail the concept that major structural losses are associated with
large, Santa Ana wind-driven fires.  Most of the fire planning strategy assumes that Santa
Ana winds are present as part of the worst-case scenario.

49)  Figure 3-21 shows areas north and east of Topanga and Pacific Palisades that might be
appropriate for strategic fuel modification.  Figure 3-20 shows that almost none of these
sites are on NPS land.  
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50)  None of the four alternatives supports destruction of natural resources.  The fire environ-
ment analysis did show that the no action alternative (Alternative 1) had the greatest poten-
tial to have long term adverse impacts to native plant communities.  Alternative 2 was
selected as the best alternative to protect and enhance natural resources and to provide the
most effective mitigation of wildfire hazards, consistent with natural resource protection
(Figure 3-23).

51)  The selection of Alternative 2 was supported by analysis of individual impact topics
(Chapter 4) and summarized in Table 5-1. 

52)  See responses #46, #50, and #51.

53)  See response #50.  Mitigation measures are appropriate to impacts (Table 2-6).  

54)  The DEIS has specifically identified the threat of type conversion and all projects will be
analyzed with this potential impact as a primary consideration.

55)  See Response 53.

56)  No new roads would be built under any of the alternatives.

57)  Any fuel modification project would require an evaluation of the relative impacts and bene-
fits of mechanical fuel reduction methods versus prescribed burn treatment methods.  If
mechanical methods were determined to have greater impacts an alternative method would
be selected.

58)  See response #50.  The SMMNRA is working to develop co-operative research proposals to
do more intensive surveys of invertebrate populations in the Santa Monica Mountains.

59)  There is no reason to believe that any of the actions proposed in any of the alternatives
could have an effect on a general “pollinator crisis” because of the small scale of the pro-
posed actions relative to the scale of large wildfires.  Native pollinators, like other plant and
animal species have evolved with periodic large wildfires and must be resilient to fire’s
effects to have persisted in this ecosystem.

60)  See response #50.  There is no evidence that any action proposed under the preferred alter-
native could eliminate a native insect species.

61)  The cost of habitat restoration for the El Segundo Blue butterfly at LAX (rather than the
“re-establishment” of the population) was approximately $750,000 over three to five years
for 200 acres. None of the DEIS alternatives requires habitat restoration for an endangered
butterfly species, so ability to pay for this type of habitat restoration is not relevant.

62)  See responses #58 and #59.

63)  Lack of adequate information was identified in Table 2-6 for the effects of large wildfires on
rare, threatened and endangered species.  It is a priority of SMMNRA staff to document fire
effects on sensitive populations after major wildfires.  Support for this work would come as
part of the work of permanent staff and from grants that would be submitted as needed.
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There would be adequate information for any project (compared to unpredictable wildfires)
because it would have to be reviewed under NEPA for impacts to sensitive species. Impacts
to sensitive species would be grounds for rejecting a project (Figure 3-23). 

64)  Implementing alternative 2 in no way impairs the park’s ability to study the interactions of
wildfire and habitat fragmentation.  Lack of adequate information was identified for the
interactive effects of habitat fragmentation and large, unpredictable wildfires.  The potential
for a project to contribute to habitat fragmentation must be evaluated (Figure 3-23) and is
grounds for rejecting a project if adverse impacts are identified.  See Response 50.

65)  See response #64.

66)  See response #50.

67)  Land use regulation is the authority of local jurisdictions and therefore outside the scope of
the NPS. Co-operative efforts with local jurisdictions to reduce land use impacts/ wildfire
hazard that do fall within the NPS mandate are identified in Table 2-6 under “Land Use”
and “Reduce Risk of Catastrophic Wildfire”. 

68)  See response #67.

69)  Fuel modification standards and annual homeowner inspections are the responsibility of
local fire departments.  Each of these agencies has fuel modification guidelines that identify
which species should be retained or removed.  Table 2-6 recommends as mitigation of
“unnecessary vegetation removal and conversion that degrades habitat without increasing
fire safety” that NPS work with agencies to better educate residents about appropriate fuel
medication techniques. 

70)  The NPS has an active program to remove invasive plant species from NPS property.  See
also Response 69.

71)  The NPS regularly co-operates with organizations devoted to resource protection.

72)  NPS acknowledges that the author does not support Alternative 2.

73)  The SMMNRA states that public and firefighter safety are the first priority of the NPS; it
also acknowledges that protection of natural resources is an additional mandate.

74)  Comments are not in reference to the DEIS.

75)  The DEIS analysis strongly supports the homeowner fuel modification zone as the most
effective means to prevent structure loss and provide for homeowner and firefighter safety.
Table 2-6 also recommends mitigation measure to minimize the adverse impacts created by
fuel modification zones.  The strategic fuel modification zones recommended in Alternative
2 serve a different purpose, i.e. to limit fire spread with the ultimate goal of keeping the
final wildfire size smaller or away from identified resources at risk. 

76)  As stated in the DEIS, the goals of the SMMNRA Fire Management Program include pro-
tecting the park’s natural and cultural resources. The current policy of using prescribed fire
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on a landscape basis puts these resources at a greater risk by increasing an already undesir-
able fire return interval. The proposed approach of treating small, strategic locations with
prescribed fire and mechanical fuel reduction to reduce the impacts of wildland fire, when
coupled with the principals of defensible space, will protect firefighters and the public.
Critical project review that evaluates effectiveness and potential environmental impacts will
ensure that resources are protected (Figure 3-23).

77)  Comments are not in reference to the DEIS.  The National Park Service sent a copy of Mr.
Rindge’s 8/2/04 letter to the Los Angeles County Fire Department.

78)  See response #67.

79)  It is acknowledged that no alternative with prescribed burning is supported by the author
due to concerns for smoke impacts on human health.  All human health impacts from any
prescribed burn project will be minimized in consultation with the local air pollution control
district and will be described in the burn plan. 

80)  The NPS must consider measures to reduce risk to lives and homes in its Fire Management
Program.

81)  An important goal of the DEIS, once firefighter and public safety have been secured, is to
protect the park’s natural and cultural resources. Alternative 2 was selected as the best alter-
native to protect and enhance natural resources and to provide the most effective mitigation
of wildfire hazards, consistent with natural resource protection (Figure 3-23).

82)  The four alternatives considered included the full range of options that would realistically
meet the NPS mandates for resource protection and wildfire safety.

83)  The preferred alternative includes the greatest number of potential actions to provide for
protection of residents, firefighters, structure survival, and limits to wildfire spread.  The
DEIS presents detailed evidence on the characteristics of the fire environment and the best
available hazard mitigation strategies.  The DEIS analysis shows that the other three alterna-
tives are more limited and/or less effective in meeting the safety objectives of the Fire
Management Program than the preferred alternative.

84)  The DEIS analyzed the potential environmental impacts associated with each alternative as
required by NEPA.  Identifying the impacts associated with different types of fire manage-
ment actions on chaparral or other native vegetation does not mean that a higher value has
been placed on protecting flora than on the safety of homes and residents.  Alternative 2 was
selected as the best alternative to provide the most effective mitigation of wildfire hazards,
consistent with the resource protection mission of the NPS. 

85)  The environmental analysis of the four alternatives was based on the best and most recent
fire data and fire research available for the Santa Monica Mountains and is fully document-
ed by data presented in the text and by supporting literature referenced in Chapter 7.  The
author does not cite any specific data or publications that would allow us to respond to his
assertions that the DEIS analysis is biased or incorrect.  

86)  At this time we do not know the scale of impacts to vegetation (i.e. amount of acreage
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affected) from wildfire or fire management practices such as short fire return intervals,
cumulative type conversion from fuel modification around homes, or the spread of popula-
tions of invasive exotics from fuel breaks. There is no evidence that native plant communi-
ties impacted by fire management activities can be “easily mitigated by restoration in the
field;” rather there is substantial published evidence that shrubland restoration is difficult,
time consuming, and expensive.

87)  See response #85.

88)  Alternative 2 provides for fire management that is focused at the wildland urban interface,
concentrating on fuel modification and defensible space which has been documented to be
the most effective strategy to provide for structure protection and resident and firefighter
safety. The DEIS analysis shows that Alternative 2 improves fire safety relative to the no
action alternative which has been shown to be both ineffective and infeasible to implement.
The DEIS has explicitly identified programs (Table 2-6) and analytical methods to identify
projects (p.3-28) to improve fire safety that can be cooperatively carried out with local fire
agencies.

89) The DEIS recognizes the importance of social values in accordance with NEPA and the
NPS’s fire management policy. There is extensive analysis in the DEIS regarding how to
effectively minimize wildland fire losses (p. 3-27 to 3-40).

90)  The DEIS includes all elements of the National Fire Plan and Federal Fire Policy cited by
the author in Table 1-1, Objectives II and III.  The policy objectives cited as excluded by the
author are met with the following strategies identified in the DEIS: 1) Interagency coordina-
tion and cooperation to include federal land management agency and agencies with support-
ing or related programs as full partners in wildland fire management activities and pro-
grams, 2)  Communication and education support to enhance understanding of the fire man-
agement mission for both internal and external audiences, and 3) use vegetation maps, fire
history maps and other tools to develop risk assessments, which will identify and prioritize
appropriate treatments. Nonetheless, the language suggested by the author will be included
in Table 1-1, Objective III.

91)  The Fire Management Plan goals on page 1-4 are explicit and are supported by the DEIS
analysis.  Alternative 2 was selected as the best alternative to meet all five goals.

92)  The DEIS does not identify WUI funding to pay for restoration projects.  

93)  The DEIS fully supports and anticipates co-operative efforts between the fire agencies and
NPS to reduce wildfire hazards in local communities.  The DEIS provides detailed analysis
of the risk to local communities from wildfire (Chapter 3, Section III/Fire Environment).

94)  The strategic fuels analysis is an example of how locations for strategic fuels projects might
be identified.  It is a method to determine project priorities because   only a small % of the
land at risk from wildfire can be treated.  The constraints of slope were identified as reason-
able operational criteria by David Kerr, former SMMNRA fire management officer. The
vegetation criteria were selected to provide the greatest and longest lasting benefit from
fuels treatment.  Social criteria are incorporated in Figure 3-21 with increased housing den-
sity representing higher priority areas.  The model can be varied to incorporate any criteria
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that might be used to identify locations that would act as effective strategic fuel modifica-
tion locations for significant social resources.

95)  The decision model for strategic fuel modification projects (Figure 3-23) misused the term
“Environmental Assessment” which was meant in the sense of “environmental review” not
in terms of a specific NEPA document.  Although there is a categorical exclusion for hazard
fuels projects less than 4500 acres, all federally funded projects or projects on federal prop-
erty must comply with the park’s NEPA requirements. The appropriate language, which will
be substituted for “EA” in the text and in Figure 3-23, will be “NEPA and NHPA review and
documentation.”

96)  The amount of acreage for the park’s defensible space was provided by the park’s fire staff
with the assumption that the park was already providing all necessary fuel modification on
park property to homes that predated the land being acquired for parkland.  No increase in
fuel modification acreage on parkland from new development was anticipated because new
development is required to be sufficiently setback from the park boundary to allow all nec-
essary fuel modification to be done on the private property. The park is beginning a parcel
by parcel assessment for a GIS database to determine if any additional fuel modification on
park property is required to protect existing homes.  When this analysis is completed, any
increased acreage required to be treated with mechanical fuel modification on park property
will be incorporated into the Fire Management Plan’s annual update with appropriate NEPA
compliance.

97)  See response #15.  Site specific fuel modification (mechanical treatment) is specifically
identified as alternatives to remote strategic fuels treatments to meet safety objectives.

98)  It is impossible to create an age mosaic in a landscape dominated by large, wind-driven
fires.  For example, 37% of the SMMNRA is 11 years old from the two 1993 fires that
together burned 55,000 acres.  See Figure 3-15 (Fire History: Time Since Fire) to see how
the landscape is dominated by large areas of a single age class representing the footprint of
the last large fire.

99)  The DEIS repeatedly identifies the advantages of fuel modification to create defensible
space at the WUI.

100)  The DEIS addresses both the benefits and the impacts of creating defensible space around
homes and creating strategic fuel modification areas.  The preferred alternative allows the
maximum range of fire management options including mechanical fuel reduction and
strategic fuels treatments despite their potential impacts.  The preferred alternative does
require that projects be critically evaluated to determine if they will be effective. This is
not an obstacle but a necessary part of responsible fire management planning.  For projects
on SMMNRA property or supported by NPS funds, environmental review for NEPA com-
pliance is not only necessary but required.

101)  Firefighter safety is most compromised during large scale, wind-driven fires where hun-
dreds of firefighters from outside the local area are called in to protect poorly sited homes
on narrow or remote roads in steep canyons or ridges surrounded by flammable vegetation
types.  The responsibility for firefighter safety under these circumstances rests with the
incident commanders.  The preferred alternative supports projects that will mitigate haz-
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ards to structures and to firefighters defending them, as well as projects that might have the
potential to limit wildfire spread.

102)  The SMMNRA states that public and firefighter safety are the first priority of the NPS; it
also acknowledges that protection of natural resources is an additional mandate.

103)  None of the four alternatives support destruction of natural resources.  The scale of the
proposed actions makes it impossible to convert the native environment (~112,000 acres of
habitat) to an exotic landscape from actions proposed in the preferred alternative, e.g.
mechanical fuel modification of 90 acres/year of the same 90 acres each year and a maxi-
mum of 750 acres/5 years of strategic fuel modification with NEPA/NHPA review.

104)  See response #103.  The DEIS analyzed the potential environmental impacts associated
with each alternative as required by NEPA.  Alternative 2 was selected as the best alterna-
tive to provide mitigation of wildfire hazards and resource protection, consistent with the
DO-18 goal to “use the least intrusive and resource damaging methods to manage wildland
fire” and to “protect park resources and natural ecosystem processes”.  The analysis of
alternatives was developed by the same “expert botanists, ecologists, and wildfire special-
ists” that provided the supporting data compiled in the DEIS.

105)  See response #104.

106)  The applicability of the CNPS Botanical Survey Guidelines to the DEIS alternatives is
unclear.

107)  The applicability of the conservation ethics described in an article on documentation with
voucher specimens for EISs and EAs to the DEIS is unclear.

108)  See pages 1-13 of the DEIS for its relationship to GMP goals.

109)  No specific locations have been identified for strategic fuel modification projects.
Botanical surveys would be carried out when a project was proposed as part of the
NEPA/NHPA compliance process. 

110)  See Response 94 and Figure 3-23. Plant and animal impacts of strategic fuel modification
projects would be evaluated when a project was proposed as part of the NEPA/NHPA com-
pliance process.  Environmental risk/benefit analysis of strategic fuel modification projects
would be evaluated when a project was proposed as part of the NEPA/NHPA compliance
process.

111)  No restoration/rehabilitation is anticipated with any proposed project action.

112)  Type conversion is a threat primarily to shrublands such as chaparral and coastal sage
scrub.  Ecological prescribed burning is proposed only in annual grasslands for restoration
to woodlands, native grasslands or shrublands.  The potential for type conversion from pre-
scribed burning for strategic fuel modification projects would be evaluated when a project
was proposed as part of the NEPA/NHPA compliance process. See also response #103.

113)  The potential for mechanical impacts versus those from prescribed burning for strategic
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fuel modification projects would be evaluated when a project was proposed as part of the
NEPA/NHPA compliance process. See also response #103.

114)  The potential for ecosystem impacts from strategic fuel modification projects would be
evaluated when a project was proposed as part of the NEPA/NHPA compliance process.
See also response #103.

115)  Protection of core resources by limiting habitat fragmentation is a specific criterion
required to be evaluated for strategic fuel modification projects (Table 3-23).

116)  The guiding policy of the NPS is to “conserve the scenery and the natural and historic
objects and the wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such man-
ner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future genera-
tions.” (National Park Service Organic Act of 1916)

117)  See response #116.

118)  See response #115.  Guidelines to minimize operational impacts during wildfire suppres-
sion are described in the DEIS.

119)  See response #113.  

120)  See response #111.

121)  See responses #103 and #104.  The preferred alternative was selected by a comprehensive
analysis of all expected impacts and all expected benefits.  Taking individual statements
out of context is inconsistent with the environmental analysis process.

122)  The environmental analysis was performed in accordance with DO-12, the NPS NEPA
handbook.

123)  The purpose of the strategic fuel modification zones recommended in Alternative 2 is to
limit fire spread with the ultimate goal of keeping the final wildfire size smaller or away
from identified resources at risk.  It is predicated on the existence of landscape features
that would make control feasible.  Prior to implementing a project, the effectiveness must
be demonstrated with fire behavior modeling. 

124)  The impacts of burn season for strategic fuel modification projects would be evaluated
when a project was proposed as part of the NEPA/NHPA compliance process.

125)  See response #113.

126)  See response #116 and mitigation measures to vegetation (Table 2-6, pages2-19 - 2-20).

127)  See response #103. The impacts of any specific strategic fuel modification project would
be evaluated when a project was proposed as part of the NEPA/NHPA compliance process.

128)  See responses #116 and #103.

129)  The DEIS applies only to actions taken by NPS on SMMNRA property.  Stipulating brush
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clearance regulations elsewhere is not within the scope of authority of the NPS.  The
SMMNRA can provide data and analysis to local jurisdictions that may assist in their
development of fire-safety related ordinances, but cannot itself develop ordinances for
local jurisdictions. The SMMNRA has incorporated numerous measures to provide infor-
mation and education to communities to mitigate fire hazard and minimize environmental
impacts (Table 2-6).

130)  The plan does not try to identify specific target conditions.  The general resource objec-
tives are to increase or maintain native biodiversity, increase native species cover/density
and minimize the cover/density and adverse impacts of non-native species.

131)  Herbicide and pesticide use is not part of any of the proposed actions in Alternative 2. If it
were necessary to use any herbicide in conjunction with a fuels project, its use would be
evaluated when a project was proposed as part of the NEPA/NHPA compliance process. 

132)  No restoration is anticipated with any proposed project action.  Monitoring is required and
will be accomplished with all projects.

133)  No direct impact to the seedbank is anticipated with any proposed project action. 

134)  The scale of the actions proposed in the preferred alternative is not anticipated to cause
erosion, soil loss or mass movement.  Potential soil impacts would be evaluated when a
project was proposed as part of the NEPA/NHPA compliance process. 

135)  General mitigation measures have been proposed to control invasive species introductions
(Table 2-6). Project conditions to control invasive species introductions will be required as
part of the NEPA/NHPA compliance process for specific projects. 

136)  A portion of the 90 acres of the SMMNRA maintained fuel modification zones are current-
ly disked.

137)  No roads and trails will be made. No fuel modification areas will be made available to off-
road vehicles.

138)  No actions identified in the preferred alternative would facilitate drilling for gas or oil;
would promote introducing exotic plants for harvest; or would facilitate development.

139)  Eucalyptus and pine trees are removed from park property when it has been determined to
be appropriate and as funding is available.  The park maintains a list of exotic plant species
which it maps and works to control.  

140)  A program designed for the long term management of wildland fire cannot be compared to
emergency suppression aircraft.  

141)  SMMNRA will evaluate and monitor all potential impacts to cultural resources in accor-
dance with the mitigation measures described in Table 2-6. 

142)  The NPS agrees that intermix and interface areas increase daily with development into
wildland areas and that the problem needs to be addressed. Development is approved by
local cities and counties and is outside the scope of authority of the SMMNRA EIS for the
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Fire Management Plan. We acknowledge the need for planning departments to incorporate
risk from wildland fire as part of the approval process and we would like to encourage and
participate in that outcome.

143)  The FMP EIS emphasizes the severe nature of the wildfire danger to residents of the Santa
Monica Mountains (p3-27 to 3-40).  Because of the nature of the vegetation and the cli-
mate (Chapter 3.III) there is no action that the NPS can take to prevent a large wildfire
under Santa Ana wind conditions.  We agree that active mitigation measures need to
address the intermix and interface. The first line of defense against such a wildfire is for all
residents to ensure that their own properties have an adequate fuel modification zone and
that their buildings are as structurally resistant to ignition as possible.  Alternative 2 allows
for fuel modification through mechanical and biological means as well as strategic fuels
reduction to address these high hazard areas.

144)  The FMP EIS has identified both the impacts and benefits of all appropriate fire manage-
ment actions based on the best information available (Chapter 4).  Alternative 2 was select-
ed because it provided the widest range of potential fire management actions.  By law, the
NPS must consider the potential impacts to park resources from any management action.
Strategic fuels reduction requires environmental assessment.  Fuels reduction that offers
strategic fire control success is supported by the DEIS. Table 3-23 illuminates the environ-
mental review process..  Map 3-19 shows locations with potential for successful strategic
fuels reduction. The scope of the DEIS pertains to sites adjacent to NPS property and does
not include all the intermix interface within the SMMNRA boundary.

145)  The NPS is developing a GIS database to identify where development is located adjacent
to park boundaries. The annual update of the FMP will address where additional mechani-
cal fuel modification might be necessary along the park boundaries.

146)  Ecological prescribed fire is not proposed for the purpose of providing hazard fuel reduc-
tion, but for the purpose of improving the quality of natural resources.   The use of strate-
gic fuel modification is the NPS’s explicit effort to identify areas where fire spread might
be controlled by selective fuel reduction.

147)  The NPS concurs that Alternative 2 will best meet the fire management needs of both the
Park Service and the Los Angeles City Fire Department.
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Additional Input to Draft SMMNRA Fire Management Plan/EIS

Input 25
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Input 26
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Input 26 continued
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Input 27
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Input 27 continued
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Input 27 continued
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Input 27 continued
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Appendix G Concurrence From Regulatory Agencies

Concurrence 1
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Concurrence 1 continued
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Concurrence 2
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Concurrence 3
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Concurrence 3 continued
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Concurrence 3 continued
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Concurrence 3 continued
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